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GENERAL MEDICAL COUNCIL 
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE* 


CASE OF SEVEN PLASTIC SURGEONS 

The Disciplinary Committee of the General Medical 
Council spent from Wednesday, November 22, until 
Saturday afternoon, November 25, considering the case 
of seven London plastic surgeons who were alleged to 
have advertised for patients, in combination and 
severally, and had sought to profit by the publication 
of articles in the magazines Woman and Beauty and 
Woman’s Own and a leaflet entitled Operation Beauty, 
and had been prepared to accept patients as a result of 
these publications. 

At the conclusion of the case the Committee, after 
sitting over an hour in camera, found the charges of 
advertising unproved. It found it proved, however, that 
the surgeons had been prepared to accept patients under 
the circumstances alleged but that this finding did not 
amount to infamous conduct in a professional respect. 
None, therefore, was guilty of infamous conduct in 
relation to any of the charges. 

The PRESIDENT went on to say that the Committee 
viewed with “serious misgiving” the state of affairs 
disclosed by the inquiry, and that the Committee was 
“ concerned that members and officers of an association 
of specialists should . . . have lent themselves to such 
practices.” 

The surgeons concerned were Mr. R. J. V. Battle, 
Mr. Patrick W. Clarkson, Mr. W. G. Holdsworth, Mr. 
D. N. Matthews, Mr. A. Rainsford Mowlem, Mr. J. P. 
Reidy, and Mr. R. P. G. Sandon. 


THE CHARGES 


The charges were (1) that they had combined together 
and with other persons unknown (being members of 
the British Association of Plastic Surgeons) to advertise 
for patients in the manner set out in the subjoined 
particulars, and (2) that each of them severally (a) had 
advertised for patients in the manner set out in the 
subjoined particulars ; (b) had sought to profit by the 
publication of the matter referred to in the subjoined 
particulars and had shown himself prepared to accept 
patients notwithstanding that he knew that such patients 
had been induced to seek his services in the circum- 
stances set out in the particulars ; and that in relation 
to the facts so alleged each one of them had been guilty 
of infamous conduct in a professional respect. 

The “ subjoined particulars ” were these: 

(1) Whereas, according to its written constitution, the 
Association was formed “to promote and direct the 
development of plastic surgery along sound and progressive 

*A report of the proceedings of the General Medical Council 


and of the remainder of the business of the 
Committee will appear in next week’s Supplement. 


lines” and for other purposes of a similar character, in 
fact, as each of you well knew, it was or became the 
policy or practice of the Association to promote the 
professional advantage of its own members by advertising 
their proficiency in plastic surgery (including cosmetic 
surgery) and to infiuence the public against seeking the 
services of plastic surgeons other than its own’ members. 
(2) In pursuance of the policy or practice aforesaid 


(a) The Association through its members and officers 
has invited inquiries from members of the public who 
need, or may be induced to think that they need, the 
services of plastic surgeons. Such inquiries have been 
invited in general by announcements of the Association’s 
existence and, more specifically, by (i) an article entitled 
“Women and Plastic Surgery” published in the issue 
dated October, 1954, of the magazine Woman and 
Beauty; (ii) an article entitled “Operation Beauty” 
published in the issue dated October, 1959, of the 
magazine Woman’s Own; and (iii) a leaflet also entitled 
“Operation Beauty” published by the proprietors of 
Woman’s Own and referred to in the article. 

Each of the articles and the leaflet emphasized the 
specially high degree of surgical skill required to qualify 
a practitioner for the performance of cosmetic operations, 
and both the article “Women and Plastic Surgery ” and 
the leaflet “Operation Beauty” expressly recommended 
application to the Association for the names of 
practitioners so qualified. The article “ Operation 
Beauty ” made the same recommendation indirectly by 
inviting readers to apply for a free copy of the leaflet. 

(b) The Association through its members and officers 
has, in response to inquiries received in consequence of 
such invitations or otherwise, supplied from time to time 
your names and addresses to inquirers seeking treatment 
in the London area. In particular, by letters dated 
October 14 and 20, 1959, the Association recommended 
you (and one other of its members, now deceased) to 
Mrs. L. E. Gardiner as plastic surgeons practising in 
London and able to advise and treat her. 

(c) You, Joseph Patrick Reidy, as honorary secretary 
of the Association and on behalf of all and each of you, 
caused to be written to a Mrs. Ewing Evans a letter 
dated September 22, 1954, wherein you set out the names 
of certain hospitals to which plastic surgeons were 
attached, albeit you knew that the attention of Mrs. Ewing 
Evans had been directed to the Association by the article 
entitled ““ Women and Plastic Surgery.” 


(3) You have promoted or acquiesced in or connived at 
the said policy and practice of the Association. 


(a) by being and remaining members of the Association 
at al! material times . . . 

(b) by failing to take reasonable steps to prevent the 
Association from inviting and responding to inquiries as 
described above, and by failing to exercise the influence 
over the Association which you possessed by virtue of 
your membership . . . 


(4) By a letter dated October 25, 1959, and written in 
identical terms to each of you by Miss Mary Evans you 
were informed that on the advice contained in the leaflet 
“Operation Beauty” circulated on request to readers of 
Woman's Own she had written to the Association and had 
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been given your name. The letter expressed her desire to 
have the shape of her nose improved by plastic surgery 
and asked what your fees would be for this operation and 
whether you would be able to perform it during the two 
weeks following November 14, 1959. In reply to the said 
letter . . . you and each of you wrote to Miss Evans, either 
personally or by your secretary, giving the information 
asked for and inviting her to become your patient... . 


THE CASE 

Mr. PETER BoYDELL, Counsel, who with Mr. JoHN 
DRINKWATER, instructed by Messrs. Waterhouse, 
solicitors to the Council, appeared to present the facts, 
said that, to put it in one word, the seven practitioners 
were charged with advertising. On many points the 
facts echoed those in the case of Mr. L. E. Gardiner, 
who had appeared before the Committee in May, 1960 
(see Supplement, June 11, 1960, p. 364)). Although the 
advertising’ in the present case was not so blatant and 
obvious as that alleged against Mr. Gardiner, while 
more subtle it was equally potent. 

The article “‘ Women and Plastic Surgery ” began by 
saying: “In an age of many wonders, perhaps one of 
the greatest of them is plastic surgery.” It went on to 
say: “Anyone can find out the qualifications of a 
surgeon by applying to the British Association of Plastic 
Surgeons, c/o Royal College of Surgeons, London 
W.C.2. .. . ‘F.R.C.S.’ are the letters which proclaim a 
surgeon, but all surgeons specializing in plastic opera- 
tions have had to do three or four years’ extra training 
after their general surgical training... .” An account 
was then given of some of the operations which could be 
performed, and the article concluded: ‘“ Those who 
perform these wonderful miracles of skin grafting and 
surgery know that they leave many grateful women (and 


men) in their trail. . . . Leading plastic surgeons find 
more and more satisfaction in the great work they are 
doing... .” 


At that time the editor of Woman and Beauty, in 
which this article appeared, was Miss Ruth Jordan. 
She wished it to be of impeccable accuracy and obtained 
an interview with the late Sir Archibald McIndoe. As 
a result of one of her questions to him she went 
immediately to the offices of the British Association of 
Plastic Surgeons, where she saw Mr. Reidy, at that time 
its honorary secretary, and discussed the project in detail 
with him. She told him a great number of readers 
would want to know the names and addresses of 
practitioners of plastic surgery. He said that either the 
association would deal with the letters and send to each 
inquirer the names and addresses of suitable surgeons 
or she could advise her readers to apply to their general 
practitioner, but he suggested she should state in the 
article that the names and addresses of suitable qualified 
surgeons could be obtained by applying to the associa- 
tion. That was why she included in the article the name 
and address of the association, of the existence of which 
up to that time she had been unaware. 


Many Inquiries 

As a result of the publication of the article many 
letters were received and were passcd to the association. 
It was here that Mrs. Gardiner came into the picture 
and wrote a letter the nature of which was obvious from 
the reply sent, on the association’s letter paper, on 
September 22, 1954, giving the names of five London 
teaching hospitals having plastic surgeons attached to 
them and stating that, “ All those surgeons are well 
qualified and experienced, and should you wish to be 


treated privately you should choose one of the surgeons 
attached to them.” Those surgeons were Messrs. Reidy, 
Battle, Clarkson, Mowlem, and Matthews. That letter 
was addressed to a Mrs. Ewing Evans, Mrs. Gardiner’s 
sister, Mrs. Gardiner having written under her name. 
Turning to the article “Operation Beauty” in 
Woman’s Own in October, 1959, Mr. Boydell said it 
began, “ This is the true story of a girl who knew what 
she wanted and refused to give up trying until she got 
it—a new nose to replace the too-large, conspicuous one 
Nature had given her. . . . She made inquiries. She 
learned that a long and highly skilled ‘ cosmetic’ opera- 
tion is inevitably expensive. ... Then and there, Barbara 
began to save towards her target—at least £150 to cover 
the fees for the operation and anaesthetic, plus a week’s 
nursing care.” The article ended with the words: 
“ Please don’t write asking us the name of the surgeon 
who operated on Barbara. Because of the strict rules 
of medical etiquette we just cannot give it. Only your 
own doctor can advise you on the desirability of a 
cosmetic operation and—if need be—put you in touch 
with a plastic specialist, We can, however, if you would 
like to send us a stamped, self-addressed envelope, send 
you a copy of our leaflet ‘ Operation Beauty,’ which tells 
in more detail than there’s room for here some of the 
miracles modern plastic surgery can do—for beauty.” 


Leaflet “ Operation Beauty ” 

Mr. Gardiner wrote for a copy of the leaflet. It 
began by saying, “Plastic surgery has been called a 
miracle of this modern age. Young people born with a 
disfigurement or features in need of correction can be 
given confidence and a better start by the imaginative 
skill of the plastic surgeon.” It went on to say: 

Very few cosmetic operations can be done on the 
National Health Service; and only your own doctor can 
advise you. In the same way, your own doctor is the one 
to put you in touch with the most competent plastic surgeon 
for your case—it is, of course, vitally important to approach 
one who is fully accredited. There are, however, some 
more conservative doctors who are not sympathetic to 
cosmetic surgery and yours may be one. If this is the 
case... you can write ... for a list of accredited specialists 
in your area to the British Association of Plastic Surgeons, 
47 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London W.C.2. 

As a result of that leaflet Mrs. Gardiner wrote to the 
British Association of Plastic Surgeons and received a 
reply dated October 14, 1959. The honorary secretary 
at that date was Mr. C. R. McLaughlin. 

I am sending you herewith a list of plastic’ surgeons in 
London, any of whom would be able to advise you on 
your particular problem and to treat you if you wish. Your 
best plan would be to choose the surgeon you prefer and 
then write and ask him for an appointment. . . . The fees 
will depend on the amount of work that has to be done 
and they can only be decided by the surgeon when he sees 
you. Fees may also vary from surgeon to surgeon. 

There followed a list of eight names. There were 
at that time 58 members of the association practising 
in London, 22 being full members and 36 associates. 
The eight names were those of the seven practitioners 
before the Committee and Sir Archibald McIndoe. 

On October 25, 1959, a letter in identical terms was 
sent (from an address in Paris) to each of the 
practitioners named by, apparently, a Miss Mary Evans, 
a niece of Mrs. Gardiner: ; 

I have been given your name by the British Association 
of Plastic Surgeons, whom I wrote to on the advice 
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contained in the pamphlet “Operation Beauty” circulated 
on request by the magazine Woman’s Own to their readers. 
I am an English girl studying in Paris and I would like to 
have the shape of my nose improved by cosmetic plastic 
surgery. I shall be returning to London for two weeks on 


_ November 14. I should like to know your fees for this 


operation and whether you would be able to operate on 
me at this time. 

P.S. I greatly admired the nose illustrated in this article 
in Woman’s Own, and I would like to know whether you 
are the surgeon who performed this operation. 

All seven practitioners replied within a matter of days. 
Mr. Battle’s secretary wrote giving his fee and other 
costs and mentioning that “ Mr. Battle did not perform 
on the nose shown in Woman’s Own.” . Mr. Clarkson's 
secretary made an appointment for November 16 and 
set out the fees and added “ provisional arrangements 
have been made for your admission to a nursing-home 
on November 17.” Mr. Holdsworth’s letter was signed 
by himself. Mr. Matthew’s letter was signed by him 
and ended, “I did not operate upon the patient 
illustrated in the article you read.” The letter from Mr. 
Mowlem, who was president of the association at the 
time, was signed by his secretary. Mr. Reidy signed 
his letter himself and wrote, “I am not aware that any 
patient of mine has exhibited herself in Woman’s Own.” 
Mr. Sandon signed his letter, of which the last 
paragraph read: 

While the more responsible magazines do try to check 
that their information is substantially correct, the articles 
such as you mention are written entirely by lay reporters 
on their own initiative or that of a patient who manages to 
sell her story and her pictures. I did not see the article 
you quote, which is just as well, as it would be highly 
unethical to claim any ownership. 

Mr. Boydell concluded his opening by reading extracts 
from the letters written by the practitioners, or by their 
legal advisers, in reply to letters sent by direction of 
the President asking for an explanation of the allegations, 
and suggested that the tone of the letter from Mr. 
Mowlem was on many points at variance with the tone 
of the letter from Mr. Reidy. Mr. Mowlem said, in 
effect, “If this was going on it was entirely wrong,” 
whereas Mr. Reidy asked, ‘“ How else could members 
of the public discover who could do plastic surgery ? ” 


Witnesses 


Miss RUTH JORDAN, editor of Woman and Beauty, 
called by Mr. Boydell, said the circulation of the 
magazine was 120,000 to 150,000. She herself wrote 
the article ““ Women and Plastic Surgery,” and in con- 
nexion with its preparation had had an interview with 
Sir Archibald McIndoe. At his suggestion she saw the 
then honorary secretary of the British Association of 
Plastic Surgeons, Mr. Reidy, and told him that she was 
writing the article from information given her by Sir 
Archibald, who had suggested that the association might 
be able to help her. Mr. Reidy had been most courteous 
and said that if she had difficulty with any letters he 
would do his best to answer them. Sir Archibald had 
later checked the article. As a result of it the magazine 
received a great number of letters, and they i 1 
answered all they could themselves. 

The Committee then adjourned until November 23, 
when Mr. BoyYDELL called Mrs. GarDINeER, the wife of 
Mr. L. E. Garpiner, who said that after the appearance 
of the article in Woman and Beauty in 1954 she wrote 
to the British Association of Plastic Surgeons for 


information and received in reply the letter of 
September 22 to which Mr. Boydell had referred. She 
also confirmed what Mr. Boydell had said about the 
letters she had written and the replies received arising 
out of the article in Woman’s Own in 1959. 

Mrs. Gardiner was cross-examined by Mr. NORMAN 
Broprick, Q.C., who, with Mr. JoHN SPOKES, instructed 
by Messrs. Le Brasseur and Oakley, solicitors to the 
Medical Protection Society, appeared for Mr. Battle, 
Mr. Clarkson, Mr. Holdsworth, and Mr. Matthews. 
She told him that the letter to the B.A.P.S. in 1954 was 
written in the name of her sister, Mrs. Evans, and that 
on October 17, 1959, she had written to the association 
in the name of her niece, Miss Mary Evans, referring 
to the article and asking if the association could 
recommend a suitable plastic surgeon “to improve the 
shape of my nose.” She denied that she had lodged 
a complaint with the G.M.C. in July, 1960; she had 
been asked to produce evidence and had lodged a 
statutory declaration. At that time her husband’s name 
had been erased by the Council for advertising. 

Mr. BoybDE Lt then called Mr. L. E. GARDINER and put 
to him certain correspondence which he had had in 
April and May, 1959, with Mr. Mowlem, at that time 
president of the B.A.P.S. A preliminary letter by Mr. 
Gardiner had complained about the activities. of 
members of the B.A.P.S. and the invitation to readers 
of articles in the press to apply to the association, to 
which Mr. Mowlem had replied by referring to “ the 
problems raised by unwanted publicity,” and by saying 
“ you are not alone in feeling that professional publicity 
is to be highly deprecated.” Mr. Gardiner wrote again 
on ‘May 20: 

It is not the publicity that I deprecate but the restrictive 
trades union method employed and in particular its effect 
upon my practice now and in the future. . . . I know it is 
fashionable to blame the press but I have found in this 
matter that the blame attaches to those of your members 
who for some years past have quite deliberately sought to 
use the press for their personal ambitions under the guise 
of protecting the public from anyone who does this work, 
excepting of course themselves. 

To this Mr. Mowlem had replied: 

I am at a loss to understand how I can assist, since I have 
no knowledge of the “ facts” which you tell me exist. The 
British Association of Plastic Surgeons is not a disciplinary 
body and it can exercise no control over its individual 
members unless they have been proved guilty of some 
misdemeanour. The only disciplinary body of which |} 
know is the General Medical Council. 

The next witness was Mrs. PHYLLIS DiGBy MORTON, 
in 1959 beauty editor of Woman’s Own and now 
consultant editor. She told Mr. Boype.t that she had 
written the article “Operation Beauty” and the 
pamphlet with the same title. The weekly circulation 
of Woman’s Own was about three million. She had 
included the address of the B.A.P.S. in the leaflet with 
the association’s permission ; she had sent a copy to the 
association to be checked for accuracy and when 
returned it still included the words inviting readers to 
apply for a list of “accredited specialists” in their area 
to the association at the address given, but within 
about a week of publication, so far as she could 
remember, they had telephoned to her asking her to 
remove it, and all the leafiets containing it had been 
destroyed. (Recalled later Mrs. Digby Morton said 
that about 2,800 copies of the leaflet containing the 
address had been sent out before the end of November, 
1959.) 
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Cross-examined by Mr. Broprick, she said that in 
writing the articles he had had “ considerable co-opera- 
tion” from Sir Archibald McIndoe, and it was he who 
suggested that the leaflet should be sent to the 
association for correction. In returning the leaflet the 
honorary secretary of the association, Mr. McLaughlin, 
wrote : 

I have looked through your manuscript and made some 
suggestions. I would be grateful if you would make no 
sort of reference directly or indirectly to my identity. .. . 
Although we accept the reference to our association in 
paragraph 4, I must ask you not to imply that this leaflet 
is in any way sponsored by our Association, and I am 
making these alterations on this clear understanding. 

The last witness called by Mr. BoyDELL was the 
“BARBARA” referred to in the article ‘“ Operation 
Beauty.”” She said that while she did save about £50 
towards the cost of the operation she had paid no fees 
for it. Although she had seen Sir Archibald McIndoe 
she did not know who performed the operation or 
whether it ‘had been done under the National Health 
Service. The first approach to her about it had been 
made by Mrs. Digby Morton. 

This concluded the case presented by Mr. Boydell. 


SUBMISSION OF NO EVIDENCE 


Mr. BRopRICK at once submitted on behalf of 
Mr. Battle, Mr. Clarkson, Mr. Holdsworth, and Mr. 
Matthews that there was no evidence whatever against 
any of them. Mr. P. STANLEY PRICE, Q.C., who, with 
Mr. J. M. CouLson, instructed by Messrs. Hempsons, 
solicitors to the Medical Defence Union, appeared for 
Mr. Mowlem, made the same submission on his behalf. 
Similar submissions were made by Mr. J. T. MOLony, 
Q.C., instructed by Messrs. Hempsons, solicitors to the 
Medical Defence Union, on behalf of Mr. Reidy, and 
by Mr. LeicH Taytor, of Messrs. Hempsons, solicitors 
to the Medical Defence Union, on behalf of Mr. 
Sandon. 

After legal argument, the}LEGAL Assessor (Mr. C. P. 
Harvey, Q.C.) said that on count (1), an allegation which 
in the criminal courts would be regarded as something 
like conspiracy, he felt bound to advise the Committee 
that there was no evidence proper for their considera- 
tion which would enable them to find the facts alleged 
proved against Mr. Clarkson, Mr. Holdsworth, and 
Mr. Matthews. He was far from supposing that the 
Committee would draw from the evidence against the 
other practitioners on this count inferences adverse to 
them, but he could not advise the Committee that no 
such evidence existed. 

Count (2) did not involve the element of combination 
but was a question of conduct of each of the 
practitioners taken severally. It was for the Committee 
to decide, if they accepted his advice that there was 
evidence against the practitioners on these charges, 
whether it thought that that evidence was sufficiently 
strong to call for a reply. 

After deliberation in camera the PRESIDENT 
announced that the Committee had decided that no 
evidence had been adduced on which the facts alleged 
in head (1) against Mr. Clarkson, Mr. Holdsworth, and 
Mr. Matthews could be found to be proved, and had 
accordingly recorded a finding that they were not guilty 
of infamous conduct in a professional respect in relation 
to the matters to which head (!) of the charge related. 
The Committee had not upheld the other submissions 
made. 


THE DEFENCE 


Mr. Broprick’s first witness was Mr. C. R. 
McLauGHLIN, since July, 1948, a consultant plastic 
surgeon at the Queen Victoria Hospital, East Grinstead, 
and honorary secretary of the B.A.P.S. from January 1, 
1957, to the end of 1959. On becoming honorary 
secretary he found that the lay secretariat which the 
association shared with the Royal College of Surgeons 
received many inquiries from the public. He had 
devised a standard reply to cover almost all cases to 
be sent out by the secretariat and not signed by him. 
It read: “In reply to your inquiry I am sending you 
herewith a list of plastic surgeons in the London area,” 
or “in your neighbourhood,” as might be appropriate. 
Wherever possible several names were given. The 
names were all of men who were full members of the 
B.A.P.S. and held contracts under the Ministry as 
consultant plastic surgeons and who would be available 
for private patients. In London there were 22 full 
members and the names were split arbitrarily into two 
lists sent out alternately at random. 

In September, 1959, he had received a letter from the 
editor of Woman’s Own and had replied to it in the 
terms already read to the Committee. He had not 
consulted the President of the B.A.P.S. or any member 
of the association before sending the reply. The purpose 
in supplying lists of names was to help people who in 
most cases had tried through their own doctors to obtain 
advice and had failed. It had never occurred to him 
that this could be regarded as advertising. 

Replying to Mr. Price, he said that on the 
instructions of the President, Mr. Mowlem, he had 
written to Woman’s Own on December 9, 1959, to say 
that the use of the name and address of the association 
in the leaflet “Operation Beauty” shouid be 
discontinued. Up to that time he had never discussed 
with Mr. Mowlem the practice of sending out the 
standard letter. In reply to Mr. LeiGH TayLor, he 
agreed that the association was a body formed for 
scientific purposes and controlled by men of the highest 
repute and eminence. 

Cross-examined by Mr. BoyDELL, Mr. MCLAUGHLIN 
said he did not know the exact practice followed by his 
predecessor in office, Mr. Reidy. He understood it 
had been customary to send out lists of names. He had 
followed the principle, but the method had been his 
own ; he wished it to be as impersonal as possible. He 
did not regard the sending out of a standard letter giving 
names as a matter for the Council of the B.A.P.S. ; it 
came within his own province. He now knew that lists 
had not been issued alternately for the London area ; 
a senior member of the secretariat, on taking over in 
1959, had found only one list, containing the eight 
names known to the Committee. He had corrected the 
pamphlet ‘“ Operation Beauty,” and agreed that he had 
left in the address of the Association and the reference 
to “‘some more conservative doctors,” but he had not 
been asked to look at the first page of the pamphlet and 
had confined his corrections to clinical matters. 


Not Unethical 


Professor T. P. K1iLner, Emeritus Nuffield Professor 
of Plastic Surgery, University of Oxford, and a past 
president of the B.A.P.S., said in reply to Mr. Price that 
in his view the practice of answering inquiries by giving 
the names of plastic surgeons was not unethical. 
Professor Kilner agreed that in an ideal world the 
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starting point for a patient was to go to a general 
practitioner, but he did not consider that in present 
circumstances that avenue of inquiry was of itself 
sufficient for every kind of patient in every kind of 
circumstance. 

In cross-examination Professor Kilner told Mr. 
Boydell that he would deplore operations being 
performed by unqualified practitioners. He agreed that 
it had been the practice of the B.A.P.S. at first to send 
out the names of individual plastic surgeons and later 
a list to members of the public who made inquiries. He 
could not see any other way of providing lay people 
with a link with qualified plastic surgery. He did not 
like it but could see no other practical way. Professor 
Kilner said it would be completely unethical if an 
article appeared in a woman’s magazine telling readers 
that they could find out the qualifications of a plastic 
surgeon by applying to the British Association of Plastic 
Surgeons, the address of which was set out. He would 
not consider it right to see patients who were referred 
to him through a popular woman’s magazine. 


Emphatic Denial 

In the course of examination by Mr. BRoprick, Mr. 
BATTLE, who was president of the B.A.P.S., in 1952, said 
that members of the association had all tried to make 
it a highly reputable professional organization, with 
particular emphasis on the training of young surgeons 
and maintaining standards of surgery. On no occasion 
when he was present at council meetings was there any 
discussion as to arrangements between the association 
and the publishers of any magazine, paper, or other 
form of periodical. 

Asked when he first became aware that the association 
had had inquiri¢s addressed to it from members of the 
public, Mr. Battle replied that he received a patient 
referred from the association in 1954. The secretariat 
of the B.A.P.S. had explained to him that a system had 
been started by which patients making inquiries were 
given either a list of hospitals or a list of surgeons—he 
could not remember which—and he accepted that 
explanation. ‘“ When you received that information did 
it shock you?” asked Mr. Broprick. “No,” replied 
Mr. BaTTLe, “ it did not shock me. I was interested.” 
He did not regard the practice as unethical. He 
emphatically denied that he had in any way instigated, 
inspired, or had anything to do with the production 
either of the article in 1954 or the article in 1959. It was 
only after he had seen the letter from Miss Evans that 


he became aware of the article in Woman’s Own, he. 


said. 
Mr. Battle said he did not regard it as odd to read in 
the letter received from Miss Evans that his name had 
been given by the B.A.P.S., as he had received patients 
from the association. He denied the suggestion that he 
invited Miss Evans to become his patient, and said that 
his reply to Miss Evans was particularly worded in order 
not to be an invitation. It was a factual reply to Miss 
Evans’s inquiry. In reply to another question, Mr. 
Battle said that he had seen some 1,950 private patients 
between 1950 and 1960, of whom some 16 were referred 
to him by the British Association of Plastic Surgeons. 

Cross-examined by Mr. BoyDELL, Mr. BATTLE said it 
had always been his view that it would not be proper for 
the B.A.P.S. to give the name of any individual plastic 
surgeon. He had always felt that the association should 
send out the names of everybody or none at all. 


Mr. BoYDELL quoted from Miss Mary Evans’s letter 
of October 25 the passage: “I have been given your 
name by the British Association of Plastic Surgeons, 
whom I wrote to on the advice contained in the 
pamphlet ‘ Operation Beauty’ circulated on request by 
the magazine Woman's Own to their readers,” and asked 
whether Mr. Battle had been accustomed to receive 
letters from prospective patients who said they had got 
in touch with him through a magazine or pamphlet of 
this sort. Mr. BaTTLe said he had not. He had not 
studied the article and pamphlet before replying and he 
did not accept the patient. He tried to find who wrote 
the article but did not succeed. 


Source of Recommendation 


Mr. CLARKSON, examined by Mr. Broprick, said 
that he had never held office in the B.AP.S. He 
believed it to be a most respectable and highly reputable 
body almosi synonymous with the Royal College of 
Surgeons and formed under its auspices. He took no 
part in the production of the articles in Woman and 
Beauty and Woman’s Own and knew nothing about 
them at the time. He had known for some time that 
the association provided members of the public who 
inquired with the names of plastic surgeons and that 
his own name was included in one of the lists for 
London, but he thought that an “ impersonal alphabetical 
list’”” was entirely professional and ethical. Many 
patients said his name had been given by the Royal 
College of Surgeons; others said his name had been 
given by the B.M.A. or by his hospital. 

He must have seen the letter of October 25 from 
“Miss Mary Evans.” His name had been given to her, 
according to the letter, by the B.A.P.S., a reputable 
professional body. As for the reference to the pamphlet 
“ Operation Beauty,” it was a commonplace for patients 
to tell him that they had first learned of plastic surgery 
in some newspaper or magazine article. An important 
proportion of his work came from abroad and it was 
customary to reserve provisionally accommodation in 
a nursing-home when the treatment had to be carried 
out within a limited period. His records for the five 
years 1955-9 showed that 30 patients in all had been 
given his name by the B.A.P.S. and 25 by the Royal 
College, the B.M.A., or his hospital, 15 or 16 being by 
the hospital, and 4 by the B.M.A. 

In cross-examination, he was asked by Mr. BoYDELL 
whether he would approve of lists being sent out only 
if they contained the names of all the surgeons in the 
area or whether he would agree to selected lists. Mr. 
CLARKSON replied that he had understood before the 
present case that all the names were on the list, but he 
believed that a shorter list, desirable for reasons of 
clarity, was equally ethical. On being shown the list of 
eight names he agreed that they were not in fact in 
alphabetical order but largely in order of seniority in 
the B.A.P.S., the first six being founder members. 

Dr. I. D. Grant, Chairman of Council of the B.M.A., 
a member of the Committee, said that the B.M.A. never 
in any circumstances gave a member of the public the 
name of a doctor. To this Mr. CLARKSON feplied that 
he was convinced of the sincerity of the patients who 
had. said they had been given his name by the B.M.A. 
Replying to Lord CoHEN OF BIRKENHEAD, Mr. CLARKSON 
said the list of names which he had been shown in 1955 
differed from that produced by. Mr. Boydell. ; 


a 
, 
y 
> 


228 Dec. 2, 1961 


GENERAL MEDICAL COUNCIL 


SUPPLEMENT tHE 
BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL 


Proper to Send Names 


The next witness was Mr. HoLpswortH, who joined 
the B.A.P.S. in 1949 but had never held office or been 
a member of its council. He regarded the association 
as being “ of the utmost respectability.” He had played 
no part in the production or publication of the articles 
in Woman and Beauty and Woman's Own and had first 
heard of them when the present proceedings began. He 
had not known that the association sent out lists of 
surgeons in answer to questions by the public until he 
received Miss Evans’s letter. He had been surprised, but 
he had not felt it wrong to answer her letter because 
of the respect in which he held the B.A.P.S. He regarded 
it as proper that it should send out names. His records 
showed that between 1959 and the present time four 
patients had been referred to him by the B.A.PS., 
including the hypothetical Miss Evans, who had been 
the first. 

Mr. BOYDELL, cross-examining: ‘You would not 
think it proper that patients should come to you as the 
result of something seen in a woman’s magazine ? ” 

Mr. Ho_pswortH: “ No.” 

Mr. BoyDELL: “Looking back, would you agree it 
would have been wiser not to accept her ? ” 

Mr. HoL_pswortH: “I did not accept her as a 
patient.” 

Mr. Broprick: “ Would it be wrong to see a patient 
who simply said she had read about plastic surgery in 
a woman’s magazine ? ” 

Mr. HoLpswortH: “The majority of patients have 
read articles in magazines. My reply presupposed a 
direct reference to myself.” 


Normal Practice 


Mr. MATTHEWS, examined by Mr. Broprick, said 
he was a founder member of the B.A.P.S., a member of 
its council from 1953 to 1958 and president in 1954. 
He had the highest opinion of the association. He had 
played no part in the preparation and publication of the 
article in Woman and Beauty or of the article and 
pamphlet ‘“‘ Operation Beauty.” He had not known that 
the association was in the habit of sending out lists of 
plastic surgeons in response to inquiries by the public 
unti! December, 1959, when he gave instructions that 
his name was not to be included in any such list. He 
did not regard it as improper that the B.A.P.S. should 
give names in that way; some patients had told him 
that they had been given his name by other bodies, the 
B.M.A. among them. The proportion of his patients 
who came in that way, as compared with those referred 
by doctors, would be less than 1%. 

With regard to the letter from Miss Evans, he said 
it was the normal practice to reserve accommodation 
for patients from overseas coming to London for a short 
time. It did not strike him as odd that she had not 
approached him through a doctor. Normally patients 
were asked to bring a letter from their doctor, but if 
they did not he asked them for the doctor’s name and 
address. A few said they had no doctor or did not want 
their doctor to know. In 1959 he would not have refused 
to see a patient who did not come to him through a 
general practitioner. He now did so, but it was distress- 
ing on occasions, because it seemed wrong that he should 
not try to‘help them. That did not apply to patients 
from overseas. 

’ Cross-examined by Mr. BoyDELL, Mr. MATTHEWS said 
he knew of no practitioners in the field of plastic surgery 


qualified by the standards which the B.A.P.S. applied 
who were not members of it. Although he had been 
president of the association and a member of its council 
for some years, he repeated that he had not known 
— December, 1959, of the practice of sending out 
ists. 

Lord CoHEN asked Mr. Matthews whether he 
differentiated between the practices of the association 
and its policy, and suggested that there must have been 
innumerable practices, as distinct from policy, which 
were left to the honorary secretary. Mr. MATTHEWS 
agreed. On the question of how he had been able to 
say definitely, in his reply to Miss Evans’s letter, “I did 
not operate upon the patient illustrated in the article 
you read,” although he had not seen the article, he 
agreed with Lord Cohen that he had photographs of his 
patients before and after in his collection but had never 
allowed any of them to go out, so that he knew they 
could not have been used in the article. 


Stopped Practice of Sending Names 

Mr. Price then called his client, Mr. RAINSFORD 
Mow Leo, who said he was a founder member of the 
B.A.P.S., a member of its council from 1946 to 1957, 
and president in 1950 and again in 1959. He had found 
that successful surgeons attracted public notice. That 
applied particularly to the plastic surgeon: what he did 
was often visible and because a small proportion of his 
work was cosmetic. He had gone to considerable 
lengths to avoid publicity. 

He had had nothing to do with and had not known 
of the article in Woman and Beauty and the article and 
pamphlet entitled “Operation Beauty.” He had not 
known that the B.A.P.S. sent lists of names to 
inquirers until he had been shown a copy of the 
pamphlet “Operation Beauty.” He had _ been 
approached as president of the B.A.P.S. to see what his 
reaction was to the sending out of lists, and he had 
immediately informed the secretariat that until con- 
sideration could be given to it by the council the practice 
must stop. The minutes of the council had been 
searched from the beginning and the practice had never 
been discussed or even mentioned. His letter to the 
secretariat stated: “As from to-day, will you please 
reply that such a list‘can only be given to the patient's 
own doctor.” That had’been on December 8, 1959, and 
he believed the instruction had been observed. He did 
not wish to prejudge the question of whether lists should 
be issued or not, but he wanted the matter dealt with 
by the council of the B.A.P.S., and it had considered 
it early in 1960. 

Mr. Price quoted what was said on the subject in Mr. 
Mowlem’s letter in answer to the G.M.C.’s request for 
an explanation: “It should be noted that after con- 
sideration the council instructed their legal advisers to 
write to the offending editors, pointing out that such a 
procedure was completely unethical and was to be 
discontinued.” 


The LeGcaL Assessor: “ By ‘ offending editors ’ what: 


had you in mind?” 

Mr. MowLem: “I thought that some editors were 
using our name and address without asking us.” 

The LeGaL Assessor: “It is not possible to take the 
same attitude now ?” 

Mr. Mow.em: “No.” Continuing, he said he had 
not seen the letter from Miss Evans from Paris and had 
not answered it. His secretary dealt with all inquiries 
and arrangements for patients. Many patients, especially 
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from overseas, did not come to him through doctors, 
and he saw nothing unethical in the reply his secretary 
had sent. Patients came in various ways. “Some,” he 
said, “come through organizations, not excluding the 
B.M.A., but not so far including the General Medical 
Council. Others come through hospitals or insurance 
companies. All sorts of people send patients, and we 
have no right to say we will not give them help when 
they ask for it.” 

He had described the practice of sending out lists as 
“capable of misinterpretation,” but after mature 
reflection he saw nothing unethical in it, though the 
application of the idea had not been so good as it should 
have been. But to provide public relations between an 
association like the B.A.P.S. and the general public 
seemed to him to be one of its functions. Other 
specialist associations answered inquirers in a similar 
way. Had the association not answered inquirers as 
it did they might well have gone to unregistered 
practitioners. 

Replying to Dr. I. D. Grant, Mr. MOWLEM said the 
practice of sending out lists was now in abeyance. He 
mentioned the Institute of Cardiology as a body sending 
out such lists, and, in reply to Mr. Price, he added that 
“sufferer organizations,” such as the British Diabetic 
Association, regarded it as a matter of form to send 
out lists of names and addresses of consultants, merely 
with a compliments slip. 


Policy of Disengagement 
Mr. JoHN Spokes called as a witness Mr. JoHN 
WATSON, who became honorary secretary of the 
B.A.P.S. on January 1, 1960. He described the 
discussions which took place to decide on a standard 
form of reply. when the sending out of lists had been 


discontinued. At a meeting of the council of the. 


B.A.P.S. on February 11, 1960, he and the president had 
been asked to approach the G.M.C. for advice. It was 
suggested that they should seek legal advice, which they 
did. As a result they slightly modified the letter to the 
lay public telling them that information could be 
supplied only to medical men, and he had written at 
some length to the editors of certain lay journals in 
the hope of obtaining their collaboration. In his view, 
this policy of “‘ disengagement ” meant raising a barrier 
which might lead the public to go to unregistered 
practitioners. The letters of inquiry still received showed 
that there was a real need for accurate information. 


Professor Kilner’s Approval 


Mr. Mo ony calied Mr. Rerpy, who said he had been . 


honorary secretary of the B.A.P.S. from the beginning 
of 1950 until the end of 1956. He had at no time 
inspired press articles about the work of the association. 
In 1954 Miss Jordan had come to see him for about ten 
minutes and told him she was writing an article. He 
had had no idea that it would contain the address of the 
B.A.P.S., but she told him Sir Archibald McIndoe had 
suggested she should see him and he said he would be 
glad to do anything to help. He had seen no draft or 
proof of the article. 

It had been his practice in answering inquirers to try 
to get them to see their general practitioners and if they 
were disinclined to do so to direct them to hospitals 
where they could get appropriate treatment. In response 
to a direct request he would send lists of names in the 
area. The letters required different types of answer. 
He had not initiated the practice of replying to letters. 


Often he mentioned the names of hospitals when from 
the style of the letter the writer appeared to be someone 
who would want treatment under hospital conditions. 
He never gave a single name, but the names of all the 
surgeons in a particular area. He knew of no plastic 
surgeon who met the standards required by the associa- 
tion but was not a member of it. 

At no time during his secretaryship had he been 
conscious of infringing the rules of medical ethics. He 
would not have thought it right to present a blank wall 
to inquirers and give no help. Many of tiem were on 
the “ medical slag-heap,” having been abandoned by 
their medical practitioners, while others did not wish 
to consult their doctors. 

Since the end of 1956 he had taken no part in the 
affairs of the association and had no personal know- 
ledge of the practice followed in dealing with inquiries, 
but he was aware that answers had been given and lists 
sent out, some of which might have mentioned his name 
among others. His secretary had told him that about 
three patients a year came to him as the result of the 
mention of his name by the association. 

Mr. BoyDELL, cross-examining, referred to the passage 
in a letter from Mr. Reidy to Professor Kilner of May 
3, 1955, which read, “I had not intended to let you 
know of my intention to resign until perhaps the next 
council meeting, but in view of the potential criticisms 
that may arise out of those letters . . . I feel that you 
might prefer to have my resignation now.” Mr. Reidy 
explained that there had been a letter from some 
colleagues in the north, and he wished to free Professor 
Kilner, who was at that time president of the B.A.P.S., 
from any embarrassment in connexion with the matter. 
In the same letter he had mentioned that between 
September, 1954 (when the article in Woman and Beauty 
was published), and May, 1955, he had replied to some 
250 inquiries. He had asked Professor Kilner if he 
approved of lists of names being sent out in reply to 
inquiries, and Professor Kilner had approved. 

Sir KENNETH CowaN, a member of the Committee, 
raised the question of whether the B.A.P.S. was applying 
the “closed shop” principle. In these days, when there 
was still some individualism in medicine, if a man who 
was a first-class plastic surgeon decided to resign from 
the association would the asssociation still include his 
name in a list sent in response to inquiries ? Mr. REIDY 
saw no reason why it should not. If up to now the lists 
had contained only the names of full members it was 
because there was no one outside the association. Reply- 
ing to Lord CoHEN, Mr. ReIpy said no member in the 
London area had ever complained that his name was 
not on a list he had sent out. 


Plastic Surgery Different From Other Specialties 

Mr. LEIGH TAYLOR called Mr. SANDON, who said he 
had never held office or been a member of the council 
of the B.A.P.S. He had never combined with others to 
advertise for patients, nor would he have believed it if 
told the association was pursuing such a course. He 
had not seen the article in Woman and Beauty (in 1954) 
before 1959. He had not seen the article in Woman's 
Own or the pamphlet “Operation Beauty” until he 
received a letter from the Medical Defence Union. He 
had become aware from patients that lists of names were 
being sent out by the B.A.P.S. After the publication of 
the article in Woman and Beauty he had met Miss 
Jordan at a private house and might have seemed some- 
what sceptical about the types of letter the magazine 
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received. Miss Jordan had lent him a bunch of about 
150, recently received. It was obvious from them that 
the action of the B.A.P.S. in giving lists of names was 
of help to the public. 

In cross-examination, Mr. Sandon said that when in 
his written reply to the G.M.C.’s request for an explana- 
tion he said he had acquiesced “in an established 
practice apparently sanctioned by my seniors,” he 
referred to the sending out of lists of names. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether Mr. Sandon held that 
this principle of sending out names should be of general 
application and that all the different associations of 
surgeons should send out lists of specialists to inquirers. 
Mr. SANDON replied that plastic and cosmetic surgery 
were peculiar in that the strong personal desires of the 
individual patient were the main motive force. 

Mr. LEIGH TAYLOR suggested that the distinction 
between plastic surgery and all the other specialties was 
that in the others the patient was ill, wh reas in the 
case of cosmetic surgery the patient was n> ‘Il. 


ADDRESSES TO COMMITTEE 


On Saturday, November 25, the legal representatives 
of the practitioners addressed the Committee. 

Mr. NorRMAN Broprick, on behalf of Mr. Battle, Mr. 
Clarkson, Mr. Holdsworth, and Mr. Matthews, said it 
must be clear from the evidence that each of them 
believed that what was being done was right and in the 
public interest. He held that if a doctor did something 
which at the time he honestly believed was right he 
could not be guilty of infamous conduct. Therefore, if 
the Committee found that what they did was in fact 
wrong it still could not find them guilty of infamous 


conduct in a professional respect. 


Mr. STANLEY Price, for Mr. Mowlem, contended that 
before anyone cou'd be convicted of infamous-conduct 
real moral turpitude had to be shown. There was not 
a shred of evidence of that. 

Mr. LeicH Taytor, for Mr. Sandon, asked what 
distinction could be drawn between the giving of names 
by the B.A.P.S. and the availability in public libraries 
of the Medical Directory, a private publication in which 
anyone could find the name of the consultant plastic 
surgeons at any hospital, their degrees, and the address 
and telephone number of their private consulting-room. 
Mr. Sandon had described the giving of names as a 
necessary public service. That was not a view with 
which all members of the Committee would necessarily 
agree, but they could not doubt that it was a view 
honestly held. 

Public Interest 


Mr. J. T. Moony, for Mr. Reidy, dealt with some of 
the general principles underlying the case. The sugges- 
tion made three days ago, he said, seemed to be that 
the British Association of Plastic Surgeons was a sort of 
advertising agency for public relations and private 
advantage, that its standing as a learned association of 
professional people was nothing but a cloak for personal 
advantage. Its bona fides had now, however, been 
established beyond question. It was an honourable and 
normally conducted professional society. It had applied 
itself to the advancement in a professional and scientific 
sense of its own field of specialist interest. 

The activities which had led to the present inquiry had 
taken place under the wing of three honorary secretaries, 
busy men who were getting nothing out of it and of 
necessity delegating routine matters to others. Plastic 
surgery held an interest for the general public which was 


perhaps peculiar to that branch of surgery, very likely 
because, as Mr. Leigh Taylor had suggested, it was not 
the concomitant of illness. It was associated with 
womanly beauty, and it was impossible to stop the 
women’s papers and the national papers writing about it. 

“Is it in the public interest,” Mr. Molony asked, 
“ that such articles shall be full of rubbish, as they may 
well be, or shall be as correct as they can be? When 
Sir Archibald McIndoe, in 1954 and 1959, checked the 
two articles about which we have been talking, was he 
doing something wrong or, as I venture to think, was 
he doing something sensible ? He was approached by 
people who knew him personally and who said, ‘ We are 
going to do this. Will you help us to get it right ?’ 
Ought he to have said, ‘I am sorry, but I cannot 
associate myself vith this sort of publication in any 
way’? He did not do that, and that gentleman, now 
deceased, has caused an awful lot of trouble for those 
who have remained in the profession. 

“In my view, a fair view of the position is this. You 
cannot stop the public being interested, but there is 
no harm in seeing that that interest is stimulated in a 
way which correctly represents the scope of this sort of 
surgery and does not create false hopes and embarrass- 
ment for those who make use of it. It must not, of 
course, be used for personal advertisement. 

“Mr. Boydell suggested that this was an echo of 
Gardiner’s case. It is a very faint tinkle, hardly more 
than is evoked by the fact that the name of Gardiner 
appears once again. The difference is obvious. No 
one here is advertising himself for his own professional 
advantage. Everything that has happened has been 
under the wing of a reputable professional body. When 
there is public interest in these matters, is it right that 
a professional body should turn away bona-fide 
inquirers ? ... Education is taking its toll of ignorance. 
People are becoming more knowledgeable and interested 
and are no longer content to be told, ‘ This is our holy 
of holies ; you shall not enter or probe.” We have to 
move a bit with the times ; the old idea of shutting the 
public out is out of date.” 


Was the giving of lists of names advertising or the | 


response to 2 real need? Mr. Moloney asked. The 
rule of geing first to the general practitioner could not 
be universal. It was essential to be realistic where for 
one reason or another ‘approach through the normal 
channels was not a practical way of dealing with an 
individual problem. There might be some reluctance 
to put plastic surgery in a class of its own, but to some 
extent it was in a class of its own. “Let us view the 
Association of Plastic Surgeous as a closed shop ; who 
is outside clamouring to get in? There is nobody, 
because, on the evidence, everybody who attains the 
standards laid down by the Joint Committee of the 
Royal College of Surgeons and the association is in 
fact a full member of the association.” 


COMMITTEE’S DECISION 


’ After the Committee had sat for a little over an hour 
in camera, the PRESIDENT announced its decision. 
Addressing each of the practitioners by name, he said: 

“The Committee have found that none of you has 
advertised for the purpose of obtaining patients as 
alleged in the charge, and accordingly that none of 
you has combined to advertise. 

“The Committee have however found it proved that 
you have shown yourselves prepared to accept a patient, 
notwithstanding that you knew that the patient had been 
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induced to seek your services in the circumstances 
alleged in paragraph (4) of the particulars. But this 
finding of fact is in the opinion of the Committee 
insufficient to support a finding of infamous conduct in a 
professional respect. The Committee have accordingly 
recorded their finding that you and each of you is not 
guilty of infamous conduct in a professional respect in 
relation to any of the matters alleged against any of 
you in the charge. 

“The inquiry however has disclosed a state of affairs 
which the Committee could not view without serious 
misgiving. In particular, the Committee have noted with 
much concern the following circumstances. 

“ (1) Officers or members of the British Association 
of Plastic Surgeons have, wittingly or unwittingly, co- 
operated in the publication in the lay press of articles 
calculated to stimulate members of the public to apply 
to the association for information about the services 
of plastic surgeons. 

““(2) The association have subsequently made 
available to persons who applied to them as a result of 
such articles the names of a limited number of plastic 
surgeons, all members of your association. 

“ (3) Members of the association have been prepared 
to accept patients who had been led to seek their 
services in this way. 

“The Committee are concerned that members and 
officers of an association of specialists should at any 
time have lent themselves to such practices. The Com- 
mittee trust that note will be taken of these proceedings 
and that there will be no recurrence of the events.” 


TRIBUTES TO SIR DAVID CAMPBELL 


At the close of the session members of the bar and 
of the Disciplinary Committee joined in paying tribute 
to the retiring President, Sir Davin CAMPBELL. On 


behalf of the bar, Mr. NoRMAN Broprick said: “ Before ~ 


I and my colleagues withdraw I have been asked to say 
a word or two to you, Sir David, as this is, I understand, 
your last appearance as President. I observe from the 
window behind you that you have been President since 
1949, a period, no doubt, of some difficulty so far as 
the medical profession is concerned. I should like to 
say on behalf of the bar who have the privilege to 
practise here how much we have enjoyed doing so and 
how much your great kindness and courtesy to us have 
made it a pleasure to appear before this Committee.” 

Mr. LEIGH TAYLOR added: “ I cannot improve on what 
Mr. Brodrick has said, but it is a real pleasure to be 
here and to associate myself with it.” 

Dr. J. G. McCrie: “I should like on behalf of the 


members of the Disciplinary Committee to move the — 


following resolution : 

That the members of the Committee take this opportunity 
of placing on record their admiration and gratitude for the 
impartial and humane manner in which Sir David Campbell 
has presided over their proceedings throughout the period 
since the Committee was first constituted in 1951, their 
appreciation of the way in which he has discharged the 
many other duties which have fallen on him under the 
disciplinary procedure, and the best wishes of all the 
members for his happiness and good health. 

Dr. I. D. Grant seconded the resolution, which was 
carried by acclamation. 

The Lecat Assessor (Mr. C. P. Harvey, Q.C.) 
associated himself with the tributes paid to Sir David. 

The PRESIDENT, in thanking the members of the bar, 
said he had greatly enjoyed having them address the 
Committee. 


CHEMISTS NOT TO WITHDRAW SERVICES 


A representative conference of pharmacists on Novem- 
ber 17 decided that chemists should not withdraw their 
services from the National Health Service as a protest 
against the cuts in their payment (Supplement, October 
28, p. 181). The conference heard that the Minister had 


promised to consider most carefully the pharmacists’ - 


proposal that they should receive a professional fee for 
professional services (the pharmacists’ most insistent 
claim) and that he was ready to discuss quicker and less 
cumbersome methods of establishing pharmaceutical 
costs. The conference resolved to meet again in six 
months if no progress had been made. Mr. J. Wright, 
Secretary of the Central N.H.S. (Chemist Contractors) 
Committee, hoped that within that time there would be 
a “ vast improvement ” in the situation. At the moment 
“a truce rather than a peace treaty” had been reached. 


Correspondence 


Because of heavy pressure on our space, correspondents are 
asked to keep their letters short. 


Review Body 


Sm,—Your leading article (November 18, p. 1340) 
suggests that doctors are showing little interest in the 
Review Body. If this is so it is indeed regrettable, because 
the need for review of general practitioners’ earnings 
especially should be apparent to everyone. It does not 
require the writings of Dr. Lees or Professor Jewkes to make 
family doctors realize how badly they hav> fared in the 
Pilkington award. 

In his recent excellent paper on the status of the general 
practitioner (Journal, November 11, p. 1279) our much 
respected Chairman of Council, Dr. I. D. Grant, who is 
not usually given to extravagant language, confesses that 
personally he was shocked by the evaluation of general 
practitioners at the hands of the Royal Commission. You 
also raise the question as to whether separate sections of the 
profession would be allowed to approach the Review Body 
individually. It would seem wrong if, for example, G.P.s 
were to be debarred from having their case reviewed because 
other sections were reasonably satisfi:.J. 

Please do not think that I am trying to split the profession. 
On the contrary I want to see much more unity than there 
is at present.—I am, etc., 

Belfast. H. J. CRONHELM. 


Maternity Service Regulations 

Sir,— Many of your readers have followed with interest 
the correspondence on the maternity service regulations. To 
the vast majority these new regulations are quite 
unacceptable. 

Dr. R. Bruce Munro (October 28, p. 182) has asked, 
“ How were those regulations ever accepted by our repre- 
sentatives ?”, to which Dr. F. E. Graham-Bonnalie makes 
reply in a rather cryptic letter (November I1, p. 205). He 
tells your readers that “ their acceptance was agreed to by 
the General Medical Services Committee of the B.M.A. 
which was in its turn supported by the representatives of 
the Divisions at this year’s A.R.M.” May I remind Dr. 
Graham-Bonnalie and those whom he may have uninten- 
tionally misled that at this year’s A.R.M. at Sheffield the 
Guildford resolution was carried by 213 votes to 1487 
It stated “that this meeting objects strongly to the clinical 
direction of doctors as envisaged by Appendix !II of the 
G.M.S. Committee report on the Royal Commission 
detailing the care that should be given in obstetric cases.” 
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No one who was present during that debate or who read the 
report of it in the Journal (Supplement, July 29, p. 78) could 
be in any doubt about the fact that the Representative Body 
dislikes intensely the new regulations. 

I would further remind Dr. Graham-Bonnalie that the 
Divisions were not altogether asleep; a resolution from 
South Staffordshire bracketed with similar resolutions from 
Hendon, Newcastle upon Tyne, and West Norfolk was 
passed at the Special Representative Meeting on 
September 28, 1960; it directed “ that Appendix III of the 
G.M.S. Committee report be noted, but that no final 
decision be taken upon it until the full report of the G.M.S. 
Committee on the Cranbrook Report on the maternity 
services has been received and agreed ” (Supplement, October 
8, 1960, p. 139). Anyone who heard that debate could 
not have been left in doubt about the Representative Body’s 
grave misgiving concerning the proposed further 
infringemnent of professional freedom. 

Sir, many will have read with interest the report of an 
excellent address by the Chairman of Council of the B.M.A. 
to the Fellowship for Freedom in Medicine (Journal, 
November 11, p. 1279). Dare I express the hope that soon 
there will be a Fellowship for Freedom in Obstetrics and 
Gynaecology, and that it will listen to such an encouraging 
address from the Chairman of Council of the B.M.A. ?— 
I am, ete., 


Guildford, Surrey. C. P. WALLACE. 
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Diary of Central Meetings 


DECEMBER 


5 Tues. Hospital Junior Staffs Group Council, 2 

5 Tues. Steering Subcommittee, Nicholson-Lailey ‘Cia 
mittee, 2.30 p.m. 

6 Wed. Council, 10 a.m. 

7 Thurs. Joint Formulary Committee, 11 a.m. 

1 Mon. Psychological Medicine Group Committee, 2 p.m. 

3. Wed. Maternity Medical Services Subcummittee, 
G.M.S_Committee, 10.30 a.m. 

Wed. Journal Committee, 2 p.m. 

3 Wed. Subcommittee on Child Psychiatric Services, 
eg Consultants and Specialists Committee, 


14 Thurs. central” and Specialists Committee, 
.30 a.m. 

14 Thurs. Subcommittee on Remuneration and Content of 
Service, G.M.S. Committee, 10.30 a.m. 

14 Thurs. Working Party on A.R.M. Organization Com- 
mittee, 11 a.m. 

14 Thurs. Chairman’s eeevemmnitien, Committee on Over- 
seas Affairs, 2 p.m. 

14 Thurs. Organization Committee, 2 p.m. : 

14 Thurs. Committee on Recruitment to the Medical 
Profession, 4.30 p.m. 

1S Fri. Ophthalmic Qualifications Committee, 1 p.m. 

1S Fri. Ophthalmic Group Committee, 2 p.m. 


Branch and Division Meetings to be Held 


ABERYSTWYTH DIvision.—At Machynlleth Chest Hospital, 
Sunday, December 10, 10.15 a.m., clinical meeting. 

ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE DIVISION.—At Windermere Suite, Belle 
Vue, Manchester, Tuesday, December 5, 7.30 p.m., ann 
dinner-dance. Guests and members of Hyde and Gl 
Divisions are invited. 

BarNSLEY Drvision.—At Hotel, Tuesday, 
December 5, 8.30 p.m., B.M Lecture by Dr. W. N. Pickles: 
idemiology in General Practice.” 

Drviston.—At Walton Chesterfield, 

Friday, December 8, 8.15 for 8.45 p.m., M Guy Pulvertaft : 
** A Hand Service in a General Hospital.” 

Coventry Division.—At Hotel Leofric, Thursday, December 
7, 8.30 p.m., Ladies’ Night. Buffet dance. 

CroyDon Drvision.—At aK Park Hotel, Sanderstea 
anes, Thursday, December 7, 7.30 p.m., annual dinner an 


Dorset Division.—At Dorchester Chest Clinic, Princes Seat 
Dorchester, Thursday, December 7, 8.30 Pan pte mee! 

“Does the Team Think?” Team, Dr. T. V . Cooper, Dr. E. 
fore. Mr. F. M. Hanna, and Dr. E. B. Janeth ; ‘Chairman, 
Dr. E. J. Gordon Wallace 


East YORKSHIRE BRANCH.—At Royal Station 
Thursday, December 7, 8 for 8.30 p.m., van with Hull 
Society, annual dinner-dance. 


ENFIELD AND PoTTers Bar Division.—At Board Room, Chase 
Farm Hospital, December 6, 8.30 p.m., tape 
ings ae E. C O. Jewesbury: “ Speech Disorders in Neuro- 

jisease.’ 

GLossop —At Social Street, Glossop, 
Monday, December 4, 8.45 p.m., Mr. R. T. Grime: “ Acute 
Abdomen.” 

GREENWICH AND DEPTFORD ag Brook General 
Hospital, Shooters = London S.E., esday, December 6, 
8.30 p.m., medical fil 

Grimsby Division. ania Winter Gardens, Cleethorpes, Thurs- 
day, December 7, 8 p.m., annual ball. Dinner, 9 p.m. Guests 
are invited. 

HauiFax Drivision.—At Royal Halifax Infirmary. 
December 6, 8.30 p.m., Dr. L. Glick and Mr. Myles Gibson 
“Cerebral Vascular Disease.” 

Harrow Drivision.—At Whittington Hotel, Cannon Lane, 
Pinner, Tuesday, December 5, 8.30 for 8.45 p.m., clinical meet- 
ing. Dr. R. J. Porter and Mr. J. G. Roberts: * Modern 
Treatment of Cerebro-vascular Accidents from the Neurological 
and Aspects.” 

Hastincs Division.—At Queen’s Hotel, Hastings, Friday, 
December 8, 7.30 for 8.15 p.m., annual dinner and dance. 

LEWISHAM DIvIsIon.—At Committee Rooms, Lewisham 
General Hospital, Wednesday, December 6, (1) 1 p.m., luncheon 
for General Practitioners and Consultants ; (2) 2.15 p.m., Dr. 

B, Gans: “* Some Problems i in the Care of West Indian Children 
in London.” 

MANCHESTER Division.—At Clinical Sciences Building, York 
Place, Manchester, Tuesday, December 5, 8 for 8.30 p.m., 
symposium: “ Disease.” Speakers, Mr. B. H. 
Dawson, Dr. T. B. S. Dick, and Dr. D. J. Mitchell. Ciné-film 
and slides will be shown by Dr. R. S. Miller. Members of 
Salford and Stockport Divisions are invited. 

METROPOLITAN COUNTIES BRANCH.—At B.M.A. House, Tavi- 
stock Square, London W.C., Thursday, December 7, 5 p.m., 
lecture for medical students and newly qualified practitioners. 
Mr. H. G. Hanley: ‘‘ Doctor and Sex Education.” Medical 
students and members of the Branch are invited. 

Mip-CHESHIRE DIvISION.—At Out-patient Department, Sale 
and Brooklands War Memorial Hospital, Sunday, December 10, 
19.30 a.m., joint clinical meeting. All medical practitioners in 
the area of the Division are invited. 

Mip-HeErts Division.—At Red Lion Hotel, High Street, St. 
Albans, Friday, December 8, 8.45 p.m., dinner. 

MONMOUTHSHIRE DIVISION.—At St. Mellons County Club, 
Thursday, December 7, annual winter dance. 

Norwicu DIvision.—At Museum, Norfolk and Norwich Hos- 
pital, Tuesday, December 5, 8.30 p.m., meeting 

NUNEATON AND TAMWORTH DIVISION.—At Lion Hotel, 
Atherstone, Tuesday, December 5, 7.30 p.m., informal supper ; 
8.30 p.m., meeting. 

ROCHDALE DIvision. —(1) a Private Lounge, Wellington Hotel, 
Rochdale, Monday, December 4, 8.45 p.m., clinical meeting. Dr. 
R. Stone: “ Treatment of Hypertension.” (2) At Turner Hall, 
Birch Hill Hospital, Rochdale, Saturday, December 9, 7.30 for 
8 p.m., annual dinner. Speakers, Mr. W. Sayle-Creer and Dr. 
R. C. Webster. Medical guests are invited. 

Sr. Pancras Drvision.—At Horse Shoe Restaurant, Tottenham 
Court Road, London W., Wednesday, December 6, 7.30 p.m., 
informal dinner; 9 ,p-m., ‘address by. ir. Aleck Bourne: “ Some 
of My Mistakes.’ Senior medical students, members of 
B.M.S.A., and non-medical guests are invited. 

SALISBURY Division.—At Red Lion Hotel, Salisbury, Wednes- 
day, December 6, 7.30 for 8’p.m., film and discussion : “‘ Depres- 
sion in General Practice.” 

ScUNTHORPE Division.—At Berkeley Hotel, Scuntho Thurs- 
day, a 7, 8.30 for 9 p.m., annual "dinner. uests are 
invite 

SouTH BEDFORDSHIRE Division.—At Red Lion Hotel, Luton, 
Wednesday, December 6, 8 for 8.30 p.m., A.G.M. 

SOUTH-EAST Essex Dtivision.—At Garon’s Banqueting Hall, 
Southend-on-Sez, Friday, December 8, 7.30 for 8.15 p.m., ‘Annual 
dinner-dance. 

SOUTH-WEST WALES Division.—At the Boar’s Head Hotel, 
Carmarthen, Thursday, December 7, 8 p.m., film meeting. 

STRATFORD Division.—At Board Hos- 
pital, West Ham Lane, London E., December 5, 
8.45 p.m., general meeting. Mr. E.  Treat- 
ment of Abortion in its Various Aspects.” 

SwansEA Diviston.—At Langland Bay Hotel, Swansea, Thurs- 
day, December 7, 7.30 p.m., Professor c: &. Hassall, Ph.D., 
F.R.1LC.: “ Search for Drugs.’ 
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s § ospital, London S.W., Wednesday, December 6, 8 p.m., clinical 
7 a meeting. Members of Richmond Division are invited. 
WemBLEY Division.—At 103 Harrowdene Road, Saturday, 
a d December 9, 7.30 p.m., cheese and wine party. 
am jg West MIDDLESEX Division.—At Paul’s Restaurant, New 
oot oa Broadway, Ealing, W., Thursday, December 7, 8.30 p.m., joint 
a meeting with B.D.A. Mr. R. C. Fuller: ‘‘ Swallowed Foreign 
ne Bodies.”” Ladies and medical guests are invited. 
WESTMORLAND Dtvision.—At Heaves Hotel, near Kendal, 
turday. Decem| 9, 7.30 p.m., buffet supper 8.15 Dr. 
1 ergy in Practice.” embers of Furness 
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